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preoccupation is paradoxically grounded not so much in himself as in the extraordinary and unremitting array of "mixed signals" that separate role from self, reason from feeling, duty from love.
Hamlet has no way of unambiguously understanding what anyone says to him. The girl who supposedly loves him inexplicably refuses his attentions. His grieving mother suddenly marries. His dead father, suddenly alive, twice tells him to deny his anger at his mother's shocking change of heart. Two of his best friends "make love to this employment" of snooping against him (5.2.57). Polonius, Claudius, and the Ghost all manifest themselves as loving fathers, yet expect the worst from their sons and spy on their children, either directly or through messengers. Who is this "uncle-father" and "aunt-mother" (2.2.366), or this courtierfather, who preach the unity of being true to oneself and others yet are false to everyone, who can "smile, smile, and be a villain" (1.5.108)? Gertrude's ihconstancy not only brings on disgust and incestuous feelings, it is also the sign of diseased doubleness in everyone who has accommodated to his or her social role. Usurping Claudius is the symbol of all those "pretenders," who are now trying to bring Hamlet into line.
No wonder Hamlet weeps at the sight of a genuine actor-the irony reveals the problem-playing
Hecuba's grief. The male expressing a woman's constancy once again mirrors Hamlet's need. And the role, though feigned, at least is openly played. The actor's tears are the play's one unambiguous reflection of the grief Hamlet thought his mother shared with him before the onset of so many multitudinous doubledealings.
To kill or not to kill cannot be entertained when one is not even sure of existing with any integrity. Being, not desiring or revenging, is the question. Freudians assume that everyone has strong desires blocked by stronger repressions, but contemporary work with schizophrenics reveals the tragic variety of people whose voices are only amalgams of other people's voices, with caustic self-observation or a still more terrifying vacuum as their incessant inward reality. This is Hamlet to a degree, as it is Ophelia completely. As Laing says of her in The Divided Self, "in her madness, there is no one there. She is not a person. There is no integral selfhood gexpressed through her actions or utterances. Incomprehensible statements are said by nothing. She has already died. There is now only a vacuum where there was once a person."4 Laing misrepresents her state only because there are many voices in Ophelia's madness speaking through her, all making sense, and none of them her own. She becomes the mirror for a madness-inducing world. Hamlet resists these pressures at the cost of a terrifying isolation. Once he thinks his mother has abandoned him, there is nothing and no one to "mirror" his feelings, as Winnicott puts it.5 Hamlet is utterly alone, beyond the loving semi-understanding of reasonable Horatio or obedient Ophelia.
A world of fathers and sons, ambition and lust, considers grief "unmanly," as Claudius preaches (1.2.94). Hamlet seems to agree, at least to himself, citing his "whorish" doubts as the cause of his inability to take manly filial action. This female imagery, which reflects the play's malecentered world view, represents a covert homosexual fantasy, according to Freudian interpretation.6 Certainly Hamlet's idealizations of his father and of Horatio's friendship show a hunger for male closeness. Poisoning in the ear may unconsciously evoke anal intercourse. And the climactic swordplay with Laertes does lead to a brotherly understanding. But these instances of covert homosexual desire are responses to a lack. Poisoning in the ear evokes conscious and unconscious perversity to intimate the perversion of communication, especially between men. The woman in Hamlet is the source of his most acute perceptions about the diseased, disordered patriarchal society that tries to "play upon this pipe" of Hamlet's soul (3.2.336), even as a ghost returning from the dead. * * * The separation of role from self is clear in the opening scene. Anxiety precipitates a genuine question, "Who's there?" It is answered not with "Francisco," the natural rejoinder, but with "Nay, answer me. Stand and unfold yourself" (1.1.2). Francisco restores public ritual by the prescribed challenge of a guard, not the response of a friend. To private uneasiness he responds with public norms. Berardo's answer to the command to "unfold yourself' is equally self-avoiding. "Long live the king!" he cries (1.1.3). His identity, in the prescribed convention, is equivalent to respect for the king. Yet the not-so-long-lived king has just died, and the new king, who was to have been Hamlet the younger, has been displaced by the old king's brother. Who is the rightful king? Who is there? The question returns, under the formulaic phrase that denies any problems of loyalty or succession. Francisco departs with an odd and disconcerting addition to a conventional farewell: "For this relief much thanks. 'Tis bitter cold, / And I am sick at heart" (1.1.8-9). Tensions between the head and the heart, noble reason and diseased emotion, center the play. Yet this first expression of heart-sick feelings has no explanation. The watch has been "quiet"-"Not a mouse stirring," Francisco gratuitously adds (1.1.10). By act 3 Hamlet will be devising a play he calls "The Mousetrap," which would make the new king a mouse and suggest that royal stability is corroded at its base. But for now these jagged interchanges, like the half-lines staggered on the page and the roles confused by the guards, seem simply "out of joint," with no clear perspective on who has been guarding what, why Bernardo seems scared, and why Francisco feels sick at heart. The darker questions recede into the comfortable selfdefinitions of Horatio and Marcellus, who respond to the next "Who is there?" with "Friends to this ground" (Horatio) "And liegemen to the Dane" (Marcellus, 1.1.15). Horatio, whose first word is "Friends," is the only one of this group to define himself both within and beyond conventional public deference. As yet we cannot sense the incompatibility between being friends and being liegemen. By act 5 the gap is so wide that Horatio declares himself "more an antique Roman than a Dane" (5.2.330) and tries to drink from the poisoned cup to follow his friend both from and to a poisoned state. All we know now, though, is that more seems afoot than simply the changing of a guard.7
Identity, in the first scene, is defined as role, specifically as loyalty among functionaries of a state. But feelings have been partly voiced that are curiously disconnected from roles. There is no coherent voice for more private feelings, in this case fear; rote is the norm. The polarity between mind and passions reflects larger polarities in the social order, or rather in a society pretending to be ordered along the father's lines. These polarities become more apparent in the contrast between Claudius's opening speech and Hamlet's first soliloquy. Claudius speaks in the language of public command, with phrases tailored and balanced, the royal "we" firmly affixed to his crown. Oxymorons prescribe a unity of opposites, and his balanced phrasing is only twice disrupted with the reality of seized power: "Taken to wife," and "So much for him" (1.2.14, 25). For Claudius, reason, nature, and submission are joined in a facile unity. To personify an abstraction, reason, is characteristic of Claudius's perspective, in which abstract states are more real than persons. Unfortunately reality intrudes; in the rush of his logic he misrepresents "the first corse," who was obviously Abel, not a father but a brother killed by brother, as in Claudius's crime. The heart will intrude its guilt, no matter how speech tries to deny fact and feeling. The rhetoric of formal obedience avoids, while suggesting, the simple stark reality of a father's murder, a son's grief, and a murderer's guilt. Claudius's speech reveals a second assumption already sensed in the personification of reason. When he speaks of "our whole kingdom ... contracted in one brow of woe" (1.2.3-4), he presents his kingdom as a single person. He further connects the language of personal love with the language of public war, since making war among states has the same unity of opposites that he wants to prescribe for individuals, even for his wife. Gertrude, whom he defines only in her disjointed roles as "our sometime sister, now our queen," is thus "Th' imperial jointress to this warlike state" (1.2.9). Marriage is simply the prelude to aggression. The only arena for "joining" is the ordering of the state for war, not the expressing of desire in the marriage bed. Polonius continues the inversion of love and war more explicitly in his advice to Ophelia: "Set your entreatments at a higher rate / Than a command to parley" (1.3.122-23). Laertes also echoes the language of war in speaking of love to her: "keep you in the rear of your affection, / Out of the shot and danger of desire" (1.2.34-35). In this collusion of ambitious functionaries, the state is the only real person, whose war with other person-states can be told as love, while the loves and fears of persons can be expressed only as warlike obedience to the purposes of states.8
Hamlet's first private discourse opposes the dehumanizing unities of the king's public preaching point for point. Where Claudius assumes the oneness of reason and nature in filial subjection, Hamlet piles contrary on rebellious contrary, especially of mind and body. Indeed, Hamlet's soliloquy is obsessed with language of the body-sullied (or solid) flesh, 8. Laing defines "collusion" as a process by which members of an intimate group, such as the family, conspire knowingly or unknowingly to validate one member's "false self," that self which conforms to other people's expectations. Eagleton's Shakespeare and Society analyzes how various false unities in Hamlet force the hero's subjectivity into being manipulated as an object. appetite, feeding, father's dead body, tears, incestuous sheets, "galled eyes" (1.2.155), and finally the heart and tongue: "But break my heart, for I must hold my tongue" (1.2.159), an intuition that precisely describes his fate. Parts of the body, rank, gross, and unweeded, overwhelm any pretense at understanding.
Elsewhere Hamlet attempts to recast the language of public ritual as personal feeling. When his friends say farewell with the conventional "Our duty to your honor," Hamlet responds with a half-ironic inversion: "Your loves, as mine to you" (1. Hamlet is "unsocialized," a psychiatrist might say, hearing reports of his hostile puns, asides, and soliloquies. Unfortunately he is far more socialized than he can perceive. He still takes refuge in the shared assumptions of those around him, who locate the self in the mind's obedience to patriarchal order, the body's obedience to abstractions. Whether speaking as Polonius, who can talk so glibly of "wit" as having "soul" and "limbs" (2.2.90-91) and swear that "I hold my duty as I hold my soul" (2.2.44), or as Rosencrantz, who expounds so eloquently on how the "single and peculiar life" is only part of the "massy wheel" of majesty (3.3.11-23), or as Laertes, who takes such pains to instruct Ophelia that Hamlet is "circumscribed / Unto the voice and yielding of that body / Whereof he is the head" (1.3.22-24), this common public voice denies private feeling and private identity, while asserting the false union of all the parts of the social body in subjection to majesty. As Rosencrantz declares (3.3.12-13), this power is "much more" than "the strength and armor of the mind" itself. Again the warlike image is symptomatic.
The Ghost seems to be the one father who speaks straight, and Ghost is preoccupied with the body, and as with Hamlet, Gertrude is the focus for that concern. Her change from "seeming-virtuous" behavior to "lust" puts the Ghost into a paroxysm of disgust, not so much at the vile seducer as at the woman who could move from "a radiant angel" to a beast who preys "on garbage" (1.5.46, 55-57). The king of "foul crimes" presents himself as an angel now.
Hamlet Ophelia accepts Laertes's commands as a "lesson" to "keep / As watchman to my heart . . " (1.3.45-46 ). Yet her advice to him shows her awareness of his possible double self, the pastor and the libertine, the very division he used in describing Hamlet. Punning on "recks" and "reckless," she displays an independent wit, much like Hamlet's more constricted opening puns. But her sense of the necessity for a "watchman" over probable evils of the heart is as unquestioned as her acceptance of the military terminology. The fortress of the female heart needs its Bernardoes. She will doubt her feelings henceforth. When Polonius reinterprets what she calls Hamlet's "tenders / Of his affection to me" (1.3.99-100) as monetary transactions leading only to her father's exposure as "a fool," Ophelia hesitantly asserts the "honorable fashion" of Hamlet's loving speech to her (1.3.111). Yet she mutely accepts her father's assumption that to "Tender yourself more dearly" is essential for protecting father's self-image (1.3.107). Polonius is deliberately unconcerned with what his daughter feels. His command to refuse Hamlet any "words or talk" flies in the face of everything Ophelia has said (1.3.134). Yet she has no choice but to say, "I shall obey, my lord" (1.3.136). Ophelia's suicide becomes a little microcosm of the male world's banishment of the female, because "woman" represents everything denied by reasonable men. In responding to Ophelia's death, Laertes, patently the norm for filial behavior, is embarrassed by his womanly tears. He forbids himself to cry, "but yet / It is our trick; nature her custom holds, / Let shame say what it will." To be manly is to be ashamed of emotion and nature. Saying farewell to her, he says farewell to that part of himself: "When these [tears] are gone, / The woman will be out" (4.7.185-88). His genuine feeling cannot be told except as a wish to get rid of the feeling. Even Hamlet, so much more sensitive than others to "nature" and "heart," equates woman with "frailty" (1.2.146) or worse. "Whore" is his word for changeable feelings, whether those of Gertrude, of "strumpet" Fortune (2. Hamlet is not so much a full-throated tragedy as an ironic stifling of a hero's identity by structures of rule that no longer have legitimacy. It is the most frustrating of Shakespeare's plays precisely because it is the one most specifically about frustration. Shakespeare uses the opposition between male and female to denote the impossibility of speaking truly in a public role without violating or being violated. Too aware of paternal duplicity, Hamlet remains wordlessly modem in his excess of words, unable to center himself in a society whose "offence is rank" (3.3.36) in every sense, and where the quest for self-knowledge is womanishly at odds with the manly roles he must put on. Even Ophelia only loved his mind. Hamlet's final assumption of a swordsman's identity is not a healthy solution to Oedipal conflicts but a mute submission to his father's command to "whet thy almost blunted purpose" (3.4.112). The manly identity is imposed, not grown into. Hamlet delays revenging his father's death because his real struggle is to restore his mother's validation of his feelings, though "whore" is the only word available to him for his heartsick disgust. For Freudians to call Hamlet a mini-Claudius, to accept his male world's perspectives of ambition and lust as sufficient motives, is to do what all the fathers want to do: explain Hamlet by their own divided selves. Perhaps even incest fantasies, as Laing tells us, may be defenses against the dread of being alone. 15 What T. S. Eliot took for Hamlet's failure, Shakespeare took for theme, as I have tried to show.16 It is a play "dealing with the effects of a mother's guilt upon her son," not as sexuality but as identity itself. Hamlet's self-doubt is joined to Gertrude's insufficiency. Her "negative and insignificant" character "arouses in Hamlet the feeling which she is incapable of representing," Eliot rightly says, while the demand of his father for revenge calls Hamlet to a clear though false role.17 But these are not flaws in the drama. They are flaws in the patriarchal order, which has cracked all the mirrors for self-confirmation. Hamlet succeeds so well, and has lasted so long, because it speaks so keenly to the dissociation of sensibility Eliot elsewhere describes.18 Whether we call it role and self, reason and nature, mind and body, manly and womanly, or the language of power and the language of feeling, we recognize these dichotomies in our world and in ourselves. How poisonous rule o'ercrows every person's spirit (5.2.342) is indeed the fundamental answer to "Who's there," as Eliot's critique implies. To pursue the question, Hamlet learns much too well, is not only to fail, but to participate in the collusion.
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